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tutional ‘types, hence oi sector differentiation. We set forth these ideas
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. Higher education 1is a soclal structure §or the control and distribution

N

of advanced thought and technique. 1Its basjc o}ganizationqufor:s are

- W

locations for discovering, conservimg, refining, transzmitting, and applying

advanced ideas-and skills, with.the handling of knowledge materials thereby
. * . * .
made a common thread in the many specific dctivittes of acadexzic wcriers.
Compared to ‘other social instituticns and tc educaticr at lower lewvels, tFe
. - * A J .
configuration of tasks is uniquely knowledge-intensive an rrowledge-extenegi~
1g every naticnal systez, a set of operaticnal units ccncentrate intensively

-y

.

on speclalized fields of knowledge across-a specirum that may range freo -
* . v
artheolbgy tg zoology, and includes dczene of specitlitles as Ziverse as civil

engineering, ‘French literature, ccnstituticnel law, high-eners

[#)

child psycholegy. - This highly unusual bread coverage of finelw-tuned soe

B ‘ . )

-~

- grows in gcale apace the genera: enlargezent c¢f ncwledge in scci tyv., The

inordinate and grewing co-plexity cf tasws, while lonp cence” S LN PR AT '
. ) ” . : ;
practitioners and observers, has in the main teen obscured by sizpliistic
. .-
statements about the purposes of higher.educaticn. Doctrines tral Zefire the

university as an intellectual com—urnity confronting maicr icsues, cor state the

. - =

Q
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as accounts of what is done. At best, they function as useful icdeclcgies ‘that
J 3

throw a aet of legitimacy over diverse activities.
r'd

Around the wultitude of knowledge tasks, each natioral systez of

Y d - .
rizher ,

education has an historically-derived arranggcernt. The specific country

structures vary in such characteristics as breadth of ccverage and the inclucion

-

or exclusion of particular fields ‘and points of view within them.. Of primary

importance 1s the prevailing array of operating units, the primary differentiated

structure, that historically has beeh graated, or has acquired, contrcl over the

i . ’ ‘
-

nuﬁerous'iahks. How is the work of research, scholarship, and training in so

many fields distributed to groups? The patterned division of labor cerditione

.« . 3
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8 wide range of specific iseues, such as access, certificaticn, and graducte

-

employment, and determines considerably the nature of the protlerms eof
N ymer E y & P

-

" coordinatipn apd control. All problems of serious re-form are just that, with
e + —

the re-division and recombination of %asks generally at stake,

L -

'} PR
. The purpose here 1s to block out scme cdiperngions of acadecic

N

. b ]
diﬂterentiatiot'and to identify several processes of differentiation, towa~d

categories useful in understanding the structure and evolution of acadexic

)
- . P -

systems. ’
‘
\
DIMENSICNS OF DIFFERENTIAZICN
The internal cdifferentiaticn of rational systezs cf higher educazicn =z,

occur horizontally &nd vertically, within Zmstituticns and amcng the=, Wwithin
- . '

institutions, the units differentiated on a horizcntal plane cay be denocted as

g

-seétions;‘thp verticalliy-arranped units as tilers. 4oong institutlcns, we refer
»

+ to the lateral separaticns as sectcrs; the wverticzl, as

[§Y

tiers, sectors, and hierarchiec appear in veficus fcrms and corbirnaticns in
different coyntries, affecting & host of crucial —atters.

Sections. FRorizontal differentiacicn occurs within the indiwiduz]

O

ERIC -
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universgity or ccllege chiefly in the forz of a divisicn ¢f laber by fields zf

knowledge. Such division has occurred typically at two levels, althcugh cornlex
universities may exhibit as many as four. The broadest groupings, generally

known by such titles as Faculty, School, or College, emcorpacss all preparation
for a certain occupation; e.g., law, busiress; cr a sef of "tasic disciplirez,”
e.g., the humanities, the natural sciemces. The garrower groupings, which are

ibe basic building blocks or operating units, generally known as Chair,

. .

An éﬁrlier version of these four typeé of differentiation was developed in
Clark (1977a), which alse appeared as.Working Paper Nuzber 16 of the Yale
Higher Education Research Group, February 1977,
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Institute, or Department, encompass a spec}alty within a profession,fe.g.,

Constitutional iaw, or an entire basic discipline,'e.g., physics., A rumber of
. v [y [Y

>

suggestive but fragmentary ideas about such differen tia ed units rcay bérset {orth,.

(1) The horfZontally di{fereﬁtiated operaEing units are the institution-
.<_' <3 ‘ -

alization in Qigher education of specializaticn’dn advanced.occupations

(including those located mainly within higher education itself), fields of

' , -~ -

employment able to rake sore claim to esoteric knowledge and to a need to transcit

N

'
such knowledge systematically to would-be practiticrers. Felaticrs arong these

unigs are strongly centrifugal, since the disccvery, i;g\ o

of knowledge can go on withir the units in rel tively se!

Nearly all the units nked.

in aqrder to accoxplis!
archeology,”Erglish literature ddes not need
need for clese dnter-lependence that ottzins

around tie preduction and distribution of a set of products,

embodiment of the ‘tasks of higher educatior, the operating urits of universities

énd coileges tend to give their parent bodies the shate of federations, ccall-
‘tiyns,;igg”cégg}gmerétes rather than of unitary and single-purpose organizaticné.
.Pyobiems of eoérdination and control are set accordingly.

(2) The s;renéth of the centrifugal force amoﬂg.the oﬁeréting units
depends in plrt on the commitment of the larger,'more*;ncéﬁpassing u;its to
.specialized training or general edQcation. S;ecialized training ds highly
fragmenting, ;hile general education requires the‘unitb to take ;ne anothgr
tnto account, figéing their work together as parts of a larger product,

Buropean uuiversities have been committed to specialized ,raining Hence'
:&fir Ch;irs, Institutes; and Faculties have tended to have high auténomy;

.with iutually exclusive personﬁels, clienteles, and resources, despite their

rgbi\location within regional and national public systems that ostensibly °

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic . . A
. .
. *

v i3




. < . . ' . e

. 3

. . ' ?
would bring them into close interdependence.—.In contrast, American liberal

arts colleges have been committed €§ general education. Hence the faculty 'of
. y o T ‘
their departments Have needed to come together in an inclusive all-college’ -~

- faculty that controls '"the ﬁurrtculum" 4nd attends to requiremengs for stucents.

[ R .
In short, general education as a task requires more coordination than does

specialized ‘training. Again, problens of coordination and control are set

acéordingly: . -, ,
(3) The strength of the centrifugal force dépends also on the weight of

the coomitment to the discovery of knowledge versus thg‘trans:issidn of

knowledge. Discovery, takirg place at the leading edge of specializaticn within

each discipline, has exceedirgly high nesp for autcncoous action., 1In contrast,

P .

[
txansrission involves some routine handling of vhat is already kncim and

class d, ard can be coordirated by a group of peers within tre disciplirary

- .

unit and secondarily.bty higher level generalists anc non-peers. In shofen

.

"freedom of research' 1s more .organizationally fragmenting than is "freedon

~

of teaching.”" Again, problems 06f coordination and control are Eet accordingly,
with ¢entrifugal forces extremely-strong in large 'research universities.
(4) The horizontally=iifferentiated units vary in the qualities of ‘the

bodies of knowledge with which they work. Some departments, pariicularlx in

Al
£

t?e natural sciences, engineering, and medicine, have well-developed structures

‘of knowledge and exhibit conséhsus on known paradigms., Other departménts, P

>

particularly'iﬁ the softer social sclences, the huranities, and the semi-

', professions, have poorly integrated bodies of knowledge and are characterized
’ . Y -- v

by disserisus over competing'én¢_v5gue paradigms, Internéx administration
is affected accordingly; e.g., kersonnel gselection is more difficult where

disséhqps reigns and easier when all members of the departrent are'likely

-
’

tOf}erceive quality in ebmewhat similar terms (Lodahl and Gordon 1972).

4 M '
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v (5) The basic differéﬂqewamOng the Fowest operating units in national

. A
»

systems to date has been between Chair organization and Department organization
(Ben-David 1972; Blau 1973 Duryea 1273 Parsons and Platt 1973; cTark and

Youn 1976). ChJ!g organization, found throughout the Furopean contineht,

has also predominated in Japan, had a@tensive influence in Britain, and Has-

spread throughout the world wherever German, French, Italian, % gpa;:;ET‘Pbrrn—

Y

guese, and English modes of acaderic organizatioﬁ have been adopted, Depart-

mentalism, found most strongly in the United States, was untillrecently a.
deviant forc, one rpoted ?af%icula}ly in the way that American cclleges and i\

universities, under trustee and adr-iristrative control, interrally differer-?

tiated therselves in the nineteenth century .1tbouL achLiﬂg 5“1‘d live

\
of "faculty personal and collegial control that have ccre down in Iurcpe

the medieval umiversities. The Chair concentrates the responsibilities

-

powars of the grirmary operating unit in cne person: it has been the most

Al
important systemic source of personal authority in systems of higher ecucation.

Al

The Departrent allows such responsibilities and powef? to be assigned to aﬁ
. ,

frpersonal unit and there spread acong a number of professors of similar senior

rank and to associates and assistants.of lower rank. d

(6) The basic structural difference among the more inelusive operating
units in national systems to date has been between relatively specialized
Faculties and Schools and comprehensive Faculties and Schools. The proto-

typic specialized unit concentrates on a profession: law, medicine, archi-

tecture,’ pharmacy, All teachers and students have a’ cammon oécupational cor-

mitment and identity, pr®viding an important\internaf‘source of coIlegiality

- 1

and cohesion while distancing the unit from others at its level of organization.
1

Such units have bulked large in European universities. The prototypic compre-
).

, hensive unit hag been tH;:Ameri;an Faculty of Arts and Sciences, embracing

-

dozens of fields, and their carrying departments, acrvss the humanib{gs, the
R .




. . »
. social sciences, and thelnatural sciepces (Ben-David 1972). The Arts‘aqg

%

Sciences Fatulty has been recoggized as the core pérsonnel unit in the\ T
® - Amﬁj’tan university, predominating in {mportance .over the faeculties of the

. . professional schooﬁs. It aléq amounts to the entire faculty in the American
) . . . . \\ ) . .

R "colleges that concentrate on un@ergradua:e education and have  few 1if any
pro£essiona1 schools. Thig unit”has heterogeneous mambership its diversk‘

member¥, specializing in uidely disparate fields, have litt;e in COrﬂon by
. 1
% way of primary occupational commitment and identity, especially in their tasks
N

’ [

of advanced tré&ning and research. Such diversity straind-¢he limits of

collegiality, of the possibilities of guiid-like combinations of pe;sonal and
\ .. . [ ’ '.
coliegia! authority providing sufficient coorgiration to hold the unit tegether.

~

Tbe comprehensive scope of stich units has called for ad ditionel weans
of coordination, i.e.,. bureaucratic, with one or wore dean's officef set
[} . LY

. )
above the départments, staffed withr full-time administrators, and linked hier-
archically to such central camrpus adrministrative offices as president and to.

provost. In cross-hational perspective, there seer to be structural as well as
N . .
historical reasons,whyxcangus bureaucracy becace characteristic of American
\\ ' ”‘

universities and colleges..

The importance_of internal horizortal differentiation can hardly be over-

'
-

estimated. To take one example of a major pyoblem: access becare defined in

’ ¢ . ’

the late 1960s anﬁvearly 1970s as the most important problem of the man¥
. .
brolight about by exggnsion of national systers intc mass higher educatiof.

. Research, ideology, and\policy alike have tended to treat_this problez in

global terms, as a problem\ of entry “into a large system. But access Hag long
. 2\
3aried greatly‘btthin syste \\ including the individual university or college”

¢

&

itself. Highly- structured digclelines such as physics have been relatively

diffiCL t to enter and to remain fﬂ\for an effective length of time. Physicists

oor wi\h‘prerequisites, pdrticularly in mathematics; and thé’/’

9

. ‘ guard the
h§ o
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" and Platt 1973).

'

> ~ .
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‘ overvhelming maj'&ity of students cannot gain access. Among the professional

\ . ' . . .
sub~gsectors, medicine (in most countries) has particularly learned how to limit

-

. : . z
access according to "number of laboratory spaces,” "effectivelclinical trainirg,"

1

other disciplires and professicnal .

13

"high per-student costs," etc.

’

schools are much easier to gain access to and to complete, at least through a

In' contrast,

first degree. Expansion into mass hisner education has widenec these inter'

differentials, with medic1he, the natural sc1erces, and soketires engineerirg
protecting thelr standards throu& linited access, while ot‘e* units, in |
humanitig/ the. social scie“cea, and son

take all comers. Through toth formal and infer-al

entiatec across tre many fields cf knewl

13

: : . et
c¢ge and their supperting ciganizaticnal

gsections that in ever larger nucber ccnstitute the uniwversity or cellere,
. . N - ’

We may note also that given universities becore corprehensive in crégr tc

handle more tasks and co so by adcing cections. Armofg the

load that expansion often brings, section overload is one of them. Wwe cften

%

ask whether ,an expanded‘uqive(iity or college is rot atterpting tc do too

> . - . . ’ "‘

much, and therefcfle whether it needs to surrender some tasks and related

Placed in our schena,

<

sections while holding on to others. the questicn

¥ecomes: when should sections become sectofs?
2
Tiers.

N

Verfical differenti;tion of tasks and activities within inﬁiviéual

éducational organizations centers on levels of tra{;ing and certification.

Parsons

w~

Tﬁere are gne-tier and multi-tier national systens GBen—David‘1972;

A single ti€r has predominated in the European rode of

2

academic organization in whioch the professionial schotl is’ entered direétly

L}

after completion of secondary education.

The student enrolls imrediately in

medicine or law or another professional Faculty, or in oné of the basic , ¢

disciplines on the basis that he 1s enfering his chosen field of specialization.
. N J . . . ’ . .
The first major degree, taken after some three to six yeurs of course work,

10




. -

/

disciplinary competence. Spd%iglized entry into

. 2/ .

“certifies professionél or

the job marketr is then supppsed té obtain and traditional expectations have_
- ) . . 3
been formed accordingly. In scme countries, e.g., Italy, there are few if arny

higher degrees; -in others, e.g., Japan, a3 second or third degree has been

. 7 . =

available to orly a few. Strong urits cf orgdnization for work above the
first degree have been non-existant or cnly weakly developed. If there is a

Ph.D., it is handled by the same faculty unit that concentrates irs enefgies

.

11n f;fst-tier‘operations. . e '

Two distinct tiers have prédo:inatéd in the Arcerican mo

f

.
[N

N

organization: Tie first tier 1s largely involved in general

limited specializaticr avzilatle as students chcose a malor scblect cn
e '
to concentrate in the last two c¢f four/years. Tre first =

.

s

bachelor's, does not in =cst cases certify an
competence, giving most oI its tolders a gerne

the job market rather than a speciflic ard
: t N
phaped accordingly. Specializaticn has fcund its hoze in
. j 4 -
is clearly set off in a cozbinaticn oI a gradusate S\Focl and =e;
‘\

sional schools that can ornly be entered after co=pletion (cr

yearsg of the first level.

.
Y

Tier structure ‘has wide effects. As one exarple: the problez of accecs

-

varies greatly. It is most severe in those systems that bave orlr ore tier-

Mass entry then means, the r{ght-of everyone who completes the secondary level
» . ’ . A ¥ . . . ,
to, enter into the one meaning§u1 €2ve1, speciakize within it, and éraduate

with a certified job-related corpetence.. In Europe, selectivity for ‘ary of

the fields, inéluding the proféssional ones, has been a major political battle--

4 . -

~

-~ ’ —

- » L

3
the issue of numerus clsusus--since to insept selection appears to deny mass //,/

access and aﬁ a time when more middlqrflgss and lower-class é;udents are .

gradudting from the secondary level. In.multi-tier structures, the lower
~ . \

»
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level, or levels, can offer opep-door or mass access, while the upper level,

3
I4

or }qvgls: operate selectively. No one $inds it strange in the United States

that‘graduate schools, law schools and architecture schools can be highly

. .

sglective. The lower levels screen fqr the upper levels, just as in the past

the secondary level, before it becare.universal,  screened for higher educaticn.
The intertrel vertical difféyentiation of levels within higher eflucation allows
%\ N {

tion to move up the educational ladder arother level or two.

the screening>func
Thus, 1t qémbines open and lixited access.' . -

. -~ - -, -

E

We may prefict increased vertical differéntiation in national systers
= ' ] . o~

toward four and five levels. In degrée structure, the Azerican systexz zlready

— L

- -

hds four: a two-year éssouiate'iy:)rts : the fcur-year Racheler's

£ ; + . ' ./ ¢ + %. P oo
degree, the five- and six-vear Master's degree, ancd thre eight- to ’-year Ph.D
degree.” Under the burdéns of expansion into cass higheér education, single-
- .

. v
1"

tier'systercs ere

nationai testigg devices (Wegt Germany), agd varicus other ways o;‘establish'ng‘
vertical tapering:fuhhels, explicitly as well as é?verfly, to cope with the”’
tensions 6f mass entry and selective trairing, general and sp;;ialized éducagicn,
. A k e P

teaéhing and ieéearch. Im increasingly corplex systers, diffbrent academic

N

interests become somewhat prot?csed and less cenflicting.as they becore lodgeg

. * . . . ’ y Q
at different levels. . ,//)

- e
Sectors. Horizontal differentiation among institutions within systems of
’ ‘ % - M - . [l

higher e@pcation takes a number of forms among which we can note ‘three for

.
. s

. ’ ¢ . ) . .
purposes of early classification and comparison. One 1s a single sector only,

under state gontroll found in national,téd sets of universities ‘that monopolize

higher edcatipﬁﬁ e.g., Italy (Clark 1977b). The second 1is a binary, or multi-

a

-
type, structure,,K but also under state control, in which the g;égrad types-- |

the universfty, the teacher training college, the‘technological school--serve

4 -

as major parts of a sipgle sysfem under the same public purse. Fréﬁce:is a.,
. .
, 12

Wy

 C




clear example, with it,s major division between Grandes gioles and universities

(T. Clark.1973; Van de Graaff and Furth 1978), and Britain has evolved rapidly '~

tWard this type s:fnce the mid 19603}8 the mational govermifent has become the’
prime supportﬁr of the universities (old and new), thHe polytedhnics and the

. X
teachers colleges, and more® inclined toward planne fat‘ion (Halseband

Trow 1971 Per¥in 1977). The third type of structhre is. onejét has a mix of

[ + X

sectors that have different bases of financial support “such. as-public and
L]

'private, or national, provinc‘a\l, state, and lo ‘ government.\ Japan is an
ig.;ancd of this most heterogeneous type, with imperraf universities, o‘t‘;_:r_er
N . ‘ ) -
Wic institutions, private uni;;slties, and private coll@ges (Passin 1972;
tumings 1976; Wheeler 1978). The Japgpese moved into mass higher educat?m
. mainly by expanding the private se‘ctors, the opposite of what happened in the
United States, to the point w‘here over seventy—five percent of enrollment
A~

appeared én p’rivate institutiens, ) .

i -

-

. The United §iates 1s the strongest case of the third type, with 3,000

_j.nstitutions varying so widely in type that recent classifications have goné

to ten Or more categories“’even without the use of the public—priva'te d;stinction

(Carnegie Commission 1973). This differentiation has leg to features of ins-ti—
.tuv.ons other than the research-centered, universities which cgntinue to bc

widely overlooked by research scholars e.8.y over,one-half of all sn‘:udeé

entering higher education enter community colleges Awhich numbered over 1,000

by the early 1970s, abéut a third of all enrollment is in the community

colleges, . over a third is-in four- andffive-year colleges, and}ess than a

third is in: f'uni_versitiés‘," {.e., institutions that award at lveast ten .

’ -

dottorates a year (Carnegie Commission 1973). Within the university category,

-

at least a t.hird of the enrol‘lment 1is in institutions better classified as

-

service universities tHan as research universities, i.e., they have teaching

loads of nine hours & week or more that preclude much research and tilt i)

\ ’ N A
' 13 .
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. the reward éyeteﬁ away from research_prqduotivﬁty and toward ;;ech&ng performance

¢ " and service to the institut'ion (Fulton and- Trow 1975). TLess. than a 'f:igfh of .
Aherican students ahd faculty arg in the researoh universities that couple

- . »

teaching and tesearch to a major degrge, in conformity with the traditional
model idealized in the three major syste/,of Germany‘ritain, and the, Lnited

States by the end of the nineteenth centuty

- hJ
.

Hierarchies. Vertical arrangements of sectors are of two sorts: high and

Vd

Tlow placemenf based on level of tadk; . high and low placement based on socially-

assigned prestige, which is offen but not always closely related to the first‘
., - — .

-

form of placement. The first form comes from hor zontally-differentiated

settors hax;ag tasks that cover rungs in thg educational ladder, with scectors
} ~ .

-

then- taking up location at lower and higher rungs, lower ones feeding to higher
ones. In the United States, the typical tripartite differentiation of state
systems has the~t8Mmunity college coterminous with the first tﬁo years in the¢

basic st;uctﬁre of graae levels, the state college overlaps the first and

’

extends to take in another two to four years, through bachelor's and master's ’
degree level, and the state .university overlaps both the first two institutions
and extends upward another several &ears to the doctoral degfee and posf-

/ P

doctoral training. The feeder-institution sequence’funs strongly from the

s -

first to the seconé to the third; students pass along to "Higher" classes of

]

institytions because they are moving upward through levels of trainipg tHat

- -

3are,assikned differentially to sectors.

Bierarchy.py<orestige ranking of sectors is based considerably on -perceived

social value of institutional output. Where are graduates placed in the labor

L, .

//;// force and atherwise in social circles that shape 1life chances? The feeder
: structure mentioned above and others like i;'involves graduates Stepping,out

‘ into/ the labor force at different prestige levels that are - automatically

| ~ assigned by public perCeption back upon the training 1nstitutions=—ohe
| Q [8 . N

/- - -
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o, ® " differential prestige of,doctgf}.teacher, and secretary assigned to univVersity,

four-yeaf Ebllege; and two-year cgllege. Such sedt&& ranking is characteristic -
. . -~ i H . . . - F) .
of AMerican higher education. A parity of Qteém is not likely'to occur, y @

-, especially for who}e gectors, whe; tasks arg performed that are differentially

-

v valued in the general populat*éd (Banké 1955),

Non-feeder structures also.contain.sector ranking, Studepts do not move . * .

on from one sector to another across permeable boundaries but enter and stay -
r ° ’ '(

- 6 . -
largely within water-tight sectors-that place differently. The Grandes Ecoles

. 1in France constitute’a seqtér that is autonomous from and socially superidr to
. & . ' : - . : e

- the university sector, providing a sharp institutional hierarqhy-within-which

. about teh percent of the studénts are guaranteed elite futures. The irperial

.

universities in Japan, and egpecially the Univérsity of Tokyvo and. the University,
.of Kyoto; have¥been similarly ranked very &igh above other ipstitutions, with

that ranking fixed in guaranteed high placement cf graduates in btsfﬁbss and

N . S g

governnent.
L

-~ Such hierarchies are found in varying degree and form in all systéés of

higher education about which some dgpendable information is available. Research

on the patterns of variation will help to explain much apout system performance

' } ‘A
and the organizational environment of universities and colleges.
. . . - /

> - -
. .

) ' o o

J PROCESSES OF DIFFERENTIATION , '

b' A
. 1f useful dimensions of differentiation are difficylt to identify, given

our current state of knowledge, the procefses of differentiation are even mere

e &
’ -

difficult to illuminate in a satisfying ner., Basic research is lacking on

such crucial matters as the ways in whic disdiplineé’emerge and pehéér;}e
) - . A

‘ - . .
universitiés structures to become permanent parts of them, how preiii}&ﬁgz
.disciplines split or recombine their parts to form new sections, and why some

o _systems evolve myltiple levels of training more than do others. The best ideas
Q - . - * ) :

.
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* currently available give.us some insight largely on the development of insti-

. N,
- % -

tutional types; hence ot sector diﬁferentiation. We set forth these ideas

under the following top!cs:‘ the birth and persistence of institutional types;
3 ¢ {
the transference of types; structural respomses to growth;. and the legitirmation -

3

of different institutional roles. a

Birth and Pefsistence of Organizationél Tvpes. Much €an be learned about

-«

the differentiation of academic systems by analyzing the;historical origin,

.® -

and especially the persistence over long periods of time, of the najor forms
N .

that comprise existing structures. In.this developrental appreach, the units

. of analysis are current cozponents but the sebtch is historical, seeking zanswers

- - r . / -
- .
-

to the questions: Why did the forr origifiate? Once initiated, wvhy did it

'pqrsisr;(offen eﬁduring over decades and even centuries of rarked turcoil and
change)? How did earlier forms condition later ones as they ererged?

‘ »

The questio* of origins 1s tthe most difficult of all for systermatic answer,

since the particularishs of time and place seem to make exceptions which

outweigh a@l posqifle rules, But as Stinthccmbe (1965) has indicated, we car

at least objectively determiwe that d‘f‘erent historical periods have given
) — .

rise tq different forms of organization that are with us today The possi-

bilities and* constraints of a particular time, whatever their configuration,

: .
were the setting within which a certain form originated, became an established

pattern, and then endured intc the present, still showing basie aspects of the
shape with which it began. The first European universities enegged at a time

‘when guildd vere é’primary_ferz of occupational organization, and they early
hd 4 . - ¥ .
. became constituted around guild forms that’ have in modified forus persisted
L 1 A . .

for centuries-right up to the:present time (Clark 1977b). The colonial setting

of pfe—Revolutiohary Amerlc%n’c&lleges gave rise to the combination of small,

S

N detached colleg;s and general supervision by lay trustees, features that have

. ’ .t s
had pervasive pegrmanent influence. Explanation of how differentiation has cong

ERIC . : ] ' ’ a /
| e 15 ¢ \
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about needs to eiplore histogicai roots.
But the question of‘peréistence‘seems the more central one. Following -

, Stinchcombe, we may suggest three posaibilities. Persistence may possibly be

- )

rooted igégyparent effectiveness: a given type of ‘organization or fﬁim of

H
»

control seems to remain a more e%ficient tool than its pessible competitors.
Or, persistence may stem from lack of competition: the form in:rquestion may

Hth developed a protected niche within a domain of units and never had to ‘ N

s

% . . .
face an open battle agaimst other forms that may be equilly or more effective.
~ - » - Y
Or, persisteﬁce‘may follow from a set of sociological tendencies that turn an

F

organizational form into an end in itself, & social institution, Participarts

-
IS

. \
work to perpetuate a form that serves and protects thez as they develop legit-

imated rights, become a vested cpllectiwe ¥Interest, and develop appropriate
. . —

ideologies that justify the traditional ways and their control. These socio-
lqgical phenomena are seemingly at the heart of organizaticnal gérs@;tence,

%

particularly since they tend to develdp a recognized and stable niche for an
institutional form that pfotects it against possible competitors and theréby

makeg irrelevant the rational question of ¢comparative.effectiveness.
“~

-

‘. These\sociologicql sources of persistence are likely to be strong in
higher edpchtiod systems, since they normally depend rather strongly on narra-
”

"tive and symbolic bonding and relatively little on ¢oercive and instrumental

- . )
form of toordination.. Hemce they are rich in ideologies that Jjustify .tradi-

tiénal practice and legitimate the rights of certain practitjoners, e.g., the\
] { ‘ - : L ‘

. .- - * . - ,

ringifg rhetorics of "the liberal arts,” "the community of stholars,” "the

freedom of teaching and research."” Certain types df colleges and universities

and cirtain %orms oifhcaaemic control, exhibit a stubborn capacity to sugvive
‘all types of pressure, including the efforts of powerful reformers. " And so often
f . i

. /th; institutionalizing fokces are bolstered by the monopoly position tyg}cally.

/ éiveg to sectors of public organization. In most countries, all of higher

l!
o,
lj { “ s - . ‘1‘ ' . - /,‘
4o . . ‘ : . ' N
] . )
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L : . .
education is under the aegis of the natloral government and'within the

adpdnisgfative'gomain of a single agency. Withinm tde agency, as earlier out-

lin;d. there is typically either a monopoly of form/by the public university

t

or & minor division of labor between the university forn and one or two other,

[

forms such as the teachers training college and the technological inmstitution,
each with a monopoly over a- respective function., Appearing most deeply in the
European mode of acaderic organization},the public university financed by

. national government has had sach ldominance in role that it Mas acquired oyer-
< ' B
wheiming dominance in prestige. The words “"university' and "higher ,education”
' ¢
are used Interchangeably, often even“by American observers.. Thus, dorzin

-

A .
;;hqpolies interact strongly with ipsfﬁtutionalizing forces tp give great

persistence to forms of organization and control in higher education. Differ-

entiation is then in part an accumulation of historical deposits.

—

< ¢
Transference of Orgarizaticral Tvpes. an new rations, cr naticns newls

attending to the development of higher education, organizationel forzs cormorly
) ‘ C

" ‘are brought frém elsevhere, not independently irnvented. The establishrent of
the ‘0ld forhs' in' new settings poses intriguing guestions of the manifest and
latent L;tentiéns of the colonial or native founders. Whatever those reasons,
the transferred férns must be a;apted to survive in a different context, dne

Kringed about with a different set of external conmstraints awd deman8s and '
&rivqn 1nter§ally by different perceived fnterests, The typés are then likely
to come out very éiffeggn%ly as part of the academic differentiation of the
new from ﬁb% diﬁ ig the recei&iﬁg country, The internal aspects of implementing
the'traasf;renéa-of types-of universities and golieges‘in the receiving country

’ bhave tﬂgs éar béen:poorly studied, other than in the c¢ase ;f Igdia (Ashby 19¢€6,

uﬁi:;ach 1972), su;ordinateq by simplistic views of a few scholars going abroad
and bringias home a-new form, o; of a clear decision by a governmental elite

. to $o§row wholesale fron.the.mdgt prestigious 1n£ernatigda1 model.of the.time, .

AR

~

-
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Ot‘Of a simple impositio; by a metropole cojonial power. of ome of its own
types: I} has often been noted 'that American sshoiats went to Germaqy %n the
Matter part of'the,nineteenih century, were there favorably impressecd by the
German research university, andjreturning home, brought the research university
to America. But what they brought back was a strengthened idea that fitted the

interests of scientists who had for some decades been developirg a place for

. R . )
scientific research in the American college (Guralnick 1975). They did not

[

Eting batk the Chair organization which was central to the fumctioning of the

\
German university. Xor did they bring back the German sttucsgfe of first-tier

-

specialization. 1Instead there had to be devisecd the seccnd-tipr graduate

R - .
school as a way of handlidg research ard advanced specialized trainirg in set-

tings where the four-year liberal arts ccllege was deeply rooted (Ben-David
¥

1972).

. . B
e

In the case of Jépan officials of the uegctn Japaﬁese state explicitly

-

sought to speed the modernization of their highet eduﬁation in the 15?2\91 e-
teenth ¥nd early twentieth century by reaching to Wssternisocieties for #roces
of organi ation.as well as technology. But Ehe borrewing was high{Z‘Pta -
matic: gha\r organization within the university Feess to have ccre prz;atily
from Germany, \but nafonal ministry control had to be studied in Frafice not
Germany. And much development was not state-planned: ptiva;e cn%lggesf
mainly an import fronm thg United States' and Britain, were initiat;; and con-
trolled by foreign missionaries and chutches. The Japanese conditions resulted
in the extensive differentiation of sectots discussed eatliet and a steep
prestige hierarchy of institutions, the latter affected by deliberately con-
centtated investment of the national government in the Lniﬁ/;sities of ?:kyo
and Kyoto, and a second group of imperial universities, as training places for

governmental cadres and pase-settézs for the -rest of the systen.

Questions of international 1nf1uences-—we}ghing, borrowing, and adapting

13-

1Y




_ /
-17-

‘organizational forms-might.wgll be more deeply explored for older copntries;

-

as on the European Continent, as a part of develoapental analysis., Nations,

sometimes in reﬁponse to ahbitiops, often in response to aqgworsening interna-

[ Y

»

itional positionfor defeat in war, question the effigacy of their institutions;

including ﬁigh#r education, and look abroad for solutions. International com-

parative eva}uéfzon is then a way of challenging momopolies of form an& group
* / . .

control at kome. Certain functions, preeminently scientific research, lend

themselvtéfmore readily than others (such as teaching) to comparisons aczong

nations, and are also cormonly perceived as directly impinging upon the naticnal

welfare. But with their gregt differences in cdfiure and social organizaticrn,
nations have also varied greagly'in willingness ard capacity to look to the
outside: for exacple: in Europe during thé last_centuéy, Italy less thqp
Sweden, Spain and Portugal less than Iggly, It is poésible for countries to
virfually seal themselves off‘cultura%ly for a century or core, even when

bordering on the most imposing national models of the time. Since World war
I1, however, the pace of inter-nation'‘learning about the stremgti® and weak-
nesses of different forms has steadily increased, e.g., on departmental

structures, comprehensive universities, open umiversities, B \

Responses to Growth. A process-centered ‘perspective on acaderic differ-
t

[
entiation that 1s drawn from general sociological thought on structural dif-

i ferentiation ad a response to growth in size and functién has been applied to

higher education in research by Smelser on public higher education in California

(Smelser 1974) .His study detailed a get of six possible responses to rapid

. growth: (1) to increase the size of the system's units, without modif{ying

‘ . 4
their structure; (2) to create new, geparate units that are similar in structure

to the existing units; (3) td shift the emphasis of.%unctional'activities, 50

that spme parts of the system pefform more, others less; (4) to aéd or discard

functions; (5) to add new structutes with different functions, without

- 20
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substantially modifying the existing structures, and (6) ta split general—
<
- " \

function units into two or more specialized units. The first .three responses

actually took place in the university of California.system between 1950 -and
’ J

1970, whild the latter three did not, .producing a mix of response.s that led
to a university system more "ripe for conflict, beeause its strugture wBs
_producing some significant groupa—with intenée feelings of deprivation and
disaffection'" (Smelser, 197&} p. 111). The responses that cccurred did not ’ .
produce a more finely tuned formal division of labor; Hor’did the growth of
regnlar faculty keep pace with the'reauirenents'of the responsea fhx< vere
jﬁh.}‘lc‘uade. Teaehing assistants and research personnel were expanded rapidly to
/ handle the load within:ihe'tern; of the traditional units, :hereh;_creaiing )
' large groups who did crucial work but felt poorly rewarded. As ancillaryA A
?personnel staifed more classrooms facultg withdren from undergradudte teaching
even more than before, thereby increasing ihe sense of deprivation among
unAergraduate srudents. The'general structure was not changedE new segrents
and roles within it were not clearly developed, forpally recognized, and
supported’with legitimating doctrines. Insread a partial differentiaticn of
new roles, with onl} minor rewards and insufficient legitirzacy, developed. The
outcome was, as Smelser. has pointed out, "4 classical Toequevillian situation:

an elite class retaining its powers and formal responsibilities while allowing

the performance of some of its duties to slip into other hands" (Smelsey 167

' p. 409).

- ~

This chain of évents has occurred in even sharper form in systems i
other countries (Clark 1977b). Expansion from elite to mass nucbers of/ students .
ncreasing

in European gsystems during the 1960s was generally handled by simply

the size of existing units, without modifying their structure, and #dding

it L J
: eimilar units. Typically, the senior faculty expﬁnded relatively/slowly and
held onto traditional prerogatives within guild-1like clustérsro chairholders.

el
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- -Thg éksra work p;oduced/byREXpansion was assigned to large cadres of junior
s > /

A ’ 5 ) .
fagg}ty and research éssistants. They received relatively .minnr rewards, and

the syarms of students became more rofessors.. The

\ lack o}\&ertain gtructural responses during ¢ridejal years of rapid expansion,

1.guch as édding new units with different functions z;Tgw, creating short-

A cycle or first-cycle units) ang modifying the structure of existing units

(e.g., froﬁkfhair to Departmené organization), thus contributed to (a) é work

overload, (b) \3 large gap between responsihilities and rewards among sub-

ordinate personheA, and (c) the growth of feelings of deprivation among all

groups, includingy in tire, senior prc-essors thermselves. Institutional

‘\//n .
tnsufficiency became/widespread, as.forms long worked out fcr srmall-scale
' organization were retained 1n what had becowe exceedingly large acaderic

cogplexgz. . j’
The broadest policy implication cre can draw for the viability of acadezic

structures, from the experience of expansion--and now of comtracticdn--is tra:t °

structural differentiatfbn, planned or emergent, is Fhe nace of the'gace in

mass @igher education,

' .
&he Legitimation of Institutional Roles. The central sociological arnd

adminfistrative problem in the differentiation of sectors is the legitiration

of orkanizational roles. To stabilize a role, a sector must believe in tha

1mportance of {ts line of work, 1ts distinctive mix of tasks, developing a

doctrine that leads its members to fight for its separate development.;;d .\\.L

causes.outsiders to support i%. Without legitimating ideology as anchor, a

sector will move toward the rbles of others that have been strongly legitimétedz
Weak role legitimation produces academic drift, the convergence of several
“ - 1institutional types on a single form. Such drift occurs in both planned and

\

unplanned s&stems. The California system of Kigher educaticn, under its well-
\‘\

. known 1960 Master Plan, attemfited to stabilize .a tripartite structure of
S A

- N 22.\‘\
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\\:mﬁmmity college, state college, and state university. The community college
role became legitimated and increasingly institutionalized while the State

college role was mnot’ accepted by the personnel of the colleges and did not

. »
become well anchored.* As a result, the colleges have evolved, de facto and -

de {ure, toward tne university role. In general, the chief form of academic
drift in American higher education ovet the last three to four decades has
. been'that of public four-year colleges moving away. from the unwantedcrole of
teaching teackers, and otherwise concentrating on bachelor's level career
preparation, and‘tovard the standing of a university.» Numerous'institutions
have moved alongdg path frem normal schocl to téachers college; to state college,
to etate university, In ﬁritain, planned and unplanned differentiation has
been diminished over many dec¢ades by the drift of institutional types upward
in the)academic pecking order, toward university status and oarticularly toward
fedtures chardteristic of Oxford and Cambridge (Pratt and éurgess 1974). The
same phenomenon has been observed'in,Australia; wnere a "second-best" sector
converges on a pbre o;estigious'university sector (Harmon 1977)., The dis-
placement of colleges out of an unwanted role x;y occur repeated1§ in a single
location, each.time leaving a vacuum of attention to a needed task that brings
another institution intf the unoccupied territory, soon itself to move on to
apparently higher rewards '
Distinctive institutional roles may be legitimated in various ways. 'ln
tightly administered gystems, governmental fiat hay establish and maintain a
differentiation of sectors. In loosely administered systems, different bureaus
may serve as the supporters and protectors of different sectqrs,‘isolacing
their‘ﬁawn"'schools from the preasutes of uniformity awithin a single enconpassing

— ministry. Inkmarket systems, competing sets of institutions may find protective

niches of attracted funds, personnel, and ‘clientele, differentiating themselves

as they differentiate locations in the general market. And the conditions of

‘ .M. 923 _
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Acompetition generate some entrepreneurial search for advantage in being

different. On balance, dispersed contro}l seems tv favot divers'ty. But thq 3

» . - : .
. evidence is far ¥rom clear on thig poeint, and puch research is .n eded on the

-
. v

conditions in academic polities and acédemié\yarkets under which\the institu-

'

tional forms of higher education diverge or converge. ) :

Many of the basic problems faced by national systers of higher eduaation,

especially when expand{ng or contracting rapidly, vary, greatly according to

the extent and form of #h¥r differentiation of sectors. The single—seétor ’

*arrangement that we ident led earlier i1s the type most vulnerable to task
. ' \

overload and to new functiorns dirinishing old functions. These effects tend

“to call forth efforts to differentiate sectors, overtly cr covertly, £o handle

. r

. different tasks, reduce the conflict produced by contradictery expectatiors,
(4
and protect old functions. ¥or example,. European scientists now find it

problematic whether scientific research dan remain within all their universi-

’
L4

ties, as the teaching and participation duties of faculty in mass ’n‘lgher‘w

education come to dominate available time, encouraging thém to attempt to
. L 4

gseparate a few research-centered universitifs from the rest. 1In contrast,
the heterogeneous~sector type of system organization is susceptible to cHarges

of “institutional inequality by personnels and clienteles alike, since the

f‘ ~
- different institutional types are unequated 4n hccess, treatment, output, and

rewards, and varicus "have-nots" press for equity, Tramsferability across

boundarﬁeé‘of sectors "also become a key organizational problem. The pressures

_ . P
of reform gre then in the direction of equating ipstitutions and equalizing

. Y

. -courses, programs, and degrees.

" CONCLUSIONS ,

2

A

- The knowledge work of higher education is carried out in every country

X in a differentiated structure that divides and allocates tasks within and
¢ « .
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. apong institutions. Certain featuresxof differentiation are likely to be

N
s " L)

common ambng national systems: the basic sectioning of the natural sciences *

.

in such fields as physics, chemistry, and Biologyg and well-defined sub—fie;ds

thereof’, has wide currency. ,But many features of differentiafion vary widely

. among nations: the division of labor among instituticnal types, or sectors,
. . is éubject to.the particulars of time of origin and‘institutional context ‘1n (/

o each country. Whatever the combination of sections and tiers within instigu-

tions, and sectors and hierarthies among them, the prevailing structure sets

PN

many of the problems of coordination and control ané conditions nearly all -
important 1ssues of continuity and fefo;m. (An understanding’of the basic

structure becomes the footing for better cocprehension of a wide range of --

. /yrobleas'aad issues.
The traditionalized assignmentgof tasks to groups in cozplex systems is

never a matter of ptrict organizational routine, a dry subject to be pushed

- . N 1

aside while ‘one attends to broad policy amd rmajor decisions. The differen-

tiated structure itgtf? is 2 mobilization of bias, a face of power. It'
‘ .
';strongly moddlizes some points of view(and group interests by giving thex
footing in, and control over, day-to—dé?Toperaticns, while excluding others .

from the agenda of actior. Hence to study academic differentiation is not

. -only to.determine the academic division of labor in its specific operational

pettings. It is also a pursuit of the expression of acadegic values and the

-

. foundations of academic power. . o oo

’ T -
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